IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

JAMES L. STEWART : ClVIL ACTI ON
V.
STATE FARM | NSURANCE COVPANI ES

and STATE FARM FI RE AND CASUALTY
COVPANY : NO 99-5658

VEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Ful lam Sr. J. Apri | , 2000

Plaintiff is suing the defendants for their alleged bad
faith in handling his claimfor underinsured notorist protection,
in connection with an autonobile accident which occurred in 1991.
Plaintiff sued the other driver in 1993 and, w th defendants’
approval, accepted that driver’s policy limts ($15,000) in full
settlement. Plaintiff asserted his underinsured notorist clains
agai nst the defendants in 1994, asserting that he was entitled to
stack coverages on four different vehicles.

Initially, the defendants clained that, according to
their records, only one vehicle was insured. Later, that nunber
was increased to two vehicles. By the tine of the arbitration
hearing in early 1997, defendants finally acknow edged coverage
for three different vehicles.

According to the allegations of plaintiff’s conplaint,

it appears that plaintiff hinmself did not have possession of any



of the insurance policies issued by the defendants, and was able
to supply only one or two declaration pages of the alleged
policies. In order to obtain final clarification of the coverage
i ssues, plaintiff’s counsel found it necessary to cause the
arbitrators to subpoena the defendants’ records.

The record does not disclose what demands, if any,
plaintiff may have nade of the defendants. The conpl aint does
allege that, before the arbitration hearing, the defendants
offered $15,000 in full settlement. The arbitrators found that
the total damages sustained by the plaintiff in the autonobile
accident in question amunted to $30, 000; since plaintiff had
al ready collected $15,000 fromthe other driver’s insurance
policy, the award for underinsured coverage was $15, 000.

It is apparently plaintiff’s position that,
notw t hstandi ng his having recovered the full anount of the
damages found by the trier of fact, the defendants are |iable for
addi tional suns because of the way in which they handl ed the
transaction. Plaintiff has served a | arge nunber of discovery
requests upon the defendants. Defendants responded to sone of
the requests, and filed objections to others. The case is now
before the Court on plaintiff’s Motion to Stri ke Defendants’
bj ections to the D scovery Requests and plaintiff’s Mdtion to
Conpel Defendants to Respond Fully to Al Pendi ng Requests.

My review of the record gives rise to a substanti al



suspicion that plaintiff’s discovery requests are designed to
inflict punishnment upon the defendants, rather than to obtain
useful information. Al of the requests are hopel essly broad and
burdensone, and few have any real bearing on the issues in the
case. The only conceivably neritorious dispute has to do with
the issue of whether or not the defendants should be required to
di scl ose the anobunt of the reserve (if any) assigned to
plaintiff’s claim \Wether, and when, a reserve figure was

deci ded upon, and the anount of the reserve, m ght possibly shed
I i ght upon whet her defendants’ handling of the claimwas in good
faith. In all other respects, | conclude that defendants’
response to plaintiff’s discovery requests are adequate.

An Order foll ows.



IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

JAMES L. STEWART : ClVIL ACTI ON
V.
STATE FARM | NSURANCE COWVPANI ES

and STATE FARM FI RE AND CASUALTY
COVPANY : NO 99-5658

ORDER

AND NOW this day of April, 2000, upon
consideration of plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Objections, and to
Conpel Discovery, |IT IS ORDERED:

That plaintiff’s notion is DENI ED, except that, within
20 days, defendants shall provide plaintiff with the requested
i nformati on concerning the reserve established for plaintiff’s

claim

John P. Fullam Sr. J.



